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TUESDAY, MAY 5, 1959 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SuBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND AERONAUTICS 
or THE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND ForEIGN CoMMERCE, 
Washington, DC. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:15 a.m., in room 
1334, New House Office Building, the Honorable John Bell Williams 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Williams, Friedel, Macdonald, Jarman, 
Springer, and Derounian. 

‘Mr. Wixt1,Ms. The subcommittee will please come to order. 

The Subcommittee on Transportation and Aeronautics is meeting 
this morning to consider H.R. 4049 and related bills to authorize free 
or reduced-rate air transportation for certain additional persons. 

In writing the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, Congress severely 
restricted the authority of airlines to issue tickets or passes for free 
or reduced-rate transportation. 

In past years, many carriers have been granting passes to their re- 
tired employees. The Civil Aeronautics Board on October 18, 1957, 
issued a ruling, however, that section 403(b) of the law, which author- 
ies pass pr ivileges for “directors, officers, and employees and their 
immediate families,” could not be constr ued to cover retired employees, 
or certain other classes of persons enjoying pass privileges, and asked 
carriers to amend their regulations accordingly. 

The Board then sent letters to various carriers explaining the 
Board’s action. A copy of that letter will c included in the record 
at this point. 

(The letter dated October 18, 1957, is as follows:) 


Civ AERONAUTICS BOARD, 
Washington, October 18, 1957. 


Please refer to your company’s rules and regulations governing the issuance 
and interchange of passes for free or reduced-rate transportation as filed with 
the Board pursuant to part 223 of the Board’s Economic Regulations, and also 
the earlier exchange of letters and other documents concerning this matter. 

By letter dater June 30, 1953, all carriers were advised of conclusions of the 
Board in respect to persons who may properly be included in the “immediate 
family” of the directors, officers, and employees of the carriers in providing free 
or reduced-rate transportation pursuant to section 403(b) of the Civil Aero- 
nautics Act of 1938, as amended. Such letter also dealt with certain. other 
classes of persons specified in carriers’ rules and regulations as being entitled 
to free transportation who might not be regarded as employees within the 
categories of persons noted in section 403(b) of the act. Comments on the 
conclusions reached by the Board and stated in its letter were received from 
various carriers and from the Air Traffic Conference of America on behalf of its 
members, 
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The entire subject was thereupon reconsidered, and by letter of May 
the carriers were advised of the Board’s conclusions and reque , 
their practices thereto. 

Upon receipt of additional representations from the carriers and from the Aj 
Traffic Conference of America, the matter has been again considered. Exces 
in a minor respect referred to hereinafter, the Board's reconsideration of prs 
matters confirms its conclusions heretofore reached. The conclusions were that 
pursuant to section 403(b) of the act, free or reduced-rate transpo ee 
be granted to members of “immediate families” only as follows: 

(a) To spouse and minor children, including minor children who rec 
the benefits of adoption; 

(0) To intimate household, including persons permanently residing at 
the residence without the necessity of payment for board and room and on 
terms of approximate equality with the persons above-named: and 

(c) For the purpose of traveling with any person above-named, to such 
persons as are employed or retained to live in the household, having care 
of, or authority over, or being on terms of approximate equality with such q 
person, to tutor, nurse, supervise, attend, or be a companion to such a person 

Reconsideration further confirms that the above provisions of the act do not 
extend to the following classes of persons: 

1. Executives, members, or employees of the advertising agency retained 
by an air carrier. 

2. Physicians retained by an air carrier and who have their own prac- 
tices. 

3. Attorneys, members, or employees of a firm of attorneys retained by an 
air carrier. 

4. Retired employees, including pensioned employees. 

5. Members of the immediate family of a person injured or killed in an 
accident. 

6. The widow or minor children of a director, officer, or employee of 
carrier who has died while in the service of the carrier, except to the ex- 
tent stated below. 

With reference to members of the families of a deceased employee, the Board 
concludes that the provisions of section 403(b) of the act permit a carrier to 
grant free transportation to such persons for a limited period which is reason- 
ably long enough to permit relocation of the family. 

As stated in the Board’s letter of May 25, 1956, it appreciates the practical 
reasons for the carriers’ support of some of the categories referred to in the 
decuments submitted on their behalf, and the Board is sympathetic to the car- 
rizrs’ desires as regards persons such as members of the immediate family of 
an airline passenger involved.in an aircraft accident. As indicated above, how- 
ever, it is our firm view that the pertinent provisions of section 403(b) are not 
sufficiently broad to cover such classes. The seeking by the carriers, and enact- 
ment, of amendatory legislation amplifying the provisions of that section to 
cover such classes of persons would, of course, take care of any problems which 
may exist. Wé express no opinion as to the lawfulness of a tariff providing for 
free or reduced-rate transportation to such classes of persons. 

You are requested to review your company’s rules and regulations in light of 
the foregoing and to file any necessary amendments within 30 days. 

Sincerely yours, 


25, 1956, 
sted to conform 


rtation may 


eive 


JAMES R. DurFrer, Chairman. 





Mr. Wit1ams. On February 13, 1958, the Board addressed another 
letter to the carriers suspending until September 1, 1958, the effective- 
ness of certain portions of the ruling of October 18, 1957, to give Con- 
gress an opportunity to consider amendments to the act. 

I am including a copy of that letter, the letter of February 13, 1958, 
in the record at this point. 

(The letter dated February 13, 1958, is as follows:) 


Crv1r AERONAUTICS BOARD, 
Washington, February 13, 1958. 
The Board’s letter of October 18, 1957, advised you that the Board had reached 
the conclusion that certain persons who had been receiving free or reduced-rate 
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transportation pursuant to carriers’ manuals and practices could not lawfully 
pe accorded such free or reduced-rate transportation under section 403(b) of the 
Civil Aeronautics Act. bse me s viet 

This letter indicated that tariffs might be a possible vehicle for continuing 
certain of the earriers practices in this respect and some carriers attempted to 
design tariffs for this purpose, — ee 

After careful consideration, it has been found that tariffs did not solve the 
roblem and could not be made to conform to the Board Ss tariff standards or 
even to the general concept of stating fares or practices with certainty for an 
exactly described group of persons. It was necessary, therefore, to reject all 
such tariffs. ; ; es 

The Board has also received statements of views of certain interested persons 
which were not available when the prior decision was reached. q 

Many of the present practices are of long standing and some of them appear 
to have become imbedded in the industry's labor relations structure. nder the 
cdrcumstances here present the Board believes that the pertinent portions of its 
ruling of October 18, 1957, should be deferred until Congress has had a reason- 
able opportunity to consider and act upon amendatory legislation. 

Accordingly, the effectiveness of the letter of October 18, 1957, is suspended 
until September 1, 1958, insofar as that letter relates to free or reduced-rate 
transportation for 

1. Members of the immediate families of directors, officers, and employees; 

2. Retired employees, including pensioned employees : 

3. Members of the immediate family of a person injured or killed in an 
accident ; and 

4. The widow or minor children of a director, officer, or employee of a 
earrier who has died while in the service of the carrier. 

Sincerely yours, 

JAMES R. DurFer, Chairman. 


Mr. Wit11ams. The Senate subsequently passed legislation, which 
was S. 2919, to authorize free and reduced-rate transportation to re- 
tired directors, officers, and employees, and members of their imme- 
diate families. 

When that bill was reached for consideration by the House Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, certain employee groups 
suggested an amendment to broaden the scope of the legislation to 

mmit carriers discretion in determining who is a member of the “im- 
mediate family” of a person eligible for a pass. Certain objections 
were raised to the language suggested and on August 11, 1958, the 
Board agreed to suspend until September 1, 1959, the effective date of 
the suspension set forth in its letter of February 13, 1958, to permit 
Congress to consider recommendations of the Board. And I am in- 
duding a copy of the Board’s announcement in that respect at this 
point in the record. 

(The announcement, dated August 11, 1958, is as follows:) 


Crvi. AERONAUTICS BOARD, 
August 11, 1959. 


FREE OR ReEpDUCED-RATE AIR TRANSPORTATION 


By letter dated October 18, 1957, all air carriers were requested to review 
their rules and regulations governing the furnishing of free or reduced-rate air 
transportation and to conform them to the conclusions stated by the Board in 
its letters of June 30, 1953, May 25, 1956, and October 18, 1957. 

On February 13, 1958, the Board suspended until September 1, 1958, the 
effectiveness of its letter dated October 18, 1957, with respect to the following 
four categories of persons : 

1. Members of the immediate families of airline directors, officers, and 
employees ; 

2. Retired airline directors, officers, and employees ; 

8. Members of the immediate families of persons injured or killed in 
aircraft accidents; and 
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4. Widows and minor children of directors, officers, and employees wh 

have died while in the service of the air carriers. » 
This action was taken by the Board upon representation that the furnig 
free or reduced-rate air transportation to the above persons were 
long standing and that such practices had become imbedded in the industry's 
public and labor relations structure. The purpose of the suspension unt] 
September 1, 1958, was to permit Congress to consider and act upon amendatory 
legislation. 

Subsequently, bills have been introduced in Congress which relate to certain 
of the above-mentioned categories. In addition, the Board has added to its 
legislative program and is proposing legislation which would amend Section 
403(b) of the Civil Aeronautics Act to permit free or reduced-rate transporta. 
tion with respect to the first three categories set forth above. (The Boarg has 
subsequently decided that amendatory legislation is not required to permit the 
granting of free or reduced-rate transportation for persons in the fourth Cate 
gory.) 

It is now the Board’s understanding that the Congress may not haye the 
opportunity to consider and act upon amendatory legislation during the time 
remaining before adjournment. Under the circumstances, the Board hereby 
aes the suspension set forth in its letter of February 13, 1958, until Septem. 

er 1, 1959. 


hing of 
Practices of 


JAMES R. DURFEE, Chairman, 


Mr. WitiiaMs. At the opening of the present session of this Cop. 
gress, I introduced H.R. 1076, Mr. Younger introduced H.R, 108] 
and Mr. Staggers introduced H.R. 1356. Subsequently, Mr, Gubser 
introduced H.R. 5576. 

H.R. 4049, which I introduced February 4, is the legislation pro- 
posed by the Civil Aeronautics Board. It will be noted that the 
proposed legislation is permissive in nature. 

Without objection, the various bills under consideration will be 
included in the record at this point, together with the agency reports, 

(The bills are as follows:) 


[H.R. 1076, 86th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To amend the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 in order to authorize free or reduced 
rate transportation for retired employees of air carriers, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the second sentence of subsection (b) 
of section 403 of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1988 is amended by striking out 
“employees and” and inserting in lieu thereof “employees (including retired 
directors, officers, and employees) and persons determined by the carrier to 
be in”. 


[H.R. 1081, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 in order to authorize free or reduced 
rate transportation for retired employees of air carriers, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the second sentence of subsection (b) 
of section 403 of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 is amended by striking out 
“employees and” and inserting in lieu thereof “employees (including retired 
directors, officers, and employees) and persons determined by the carrier to 
be in”. 





(H.R, 1356, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Fedeal Aviation Act of 1958 in order to authorize free or reduced 
rate transportation for retired employees of air carriers, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the second sentence of subsection (b) 
of section 403 of the Federal Aviation Act of 1959 is amended by striking out 
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dem ployees and” and inserting in lieu thereof “employees (including retired 
rectors officers, and employees) and persons determined by the carrier to 


be in”. 


[H.R. 4049, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


ILL To amend the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 in order to authorize free or reduced- 
4B rate transportation for certain additional persons 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 403 (b) of the Federal Aviation 
Act of 1958 is amended by striking out the second sentence thereof and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: “Nothing in this Act shall prohibit such air car- 
riers Or foreign air carriers, under such terms and conditions as the Board may 
rescribe, from issuing or interchanging tickets or passes for free or reduced- 
mte transportation to their directors, officers, and employees (including retired 
directors, officers, and employees), the parents and immediate families of such 
gficers and employees, and the immediate families of such directors; witnesses 
and attorneys attending any legal investigation in which any such air carrier is 
interested ; persons injured in aircraft accidents and physicians and nurses at- 
tending such persons ; immediate families of persons injured or killed in aircraft 
gecidents for transportation to and return from the place in which the accident 
geurred ; and any person or property with the object of providing relief in cases 
of general epidemic pestilence, or other calamitous visitation; and, in the case of 
overseas or foreign air transportation, to such other persons and under such other 
dreumstances as the Board may by regulations prescribe.” 


[H.R. 5576, 86th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


ABILL To amend the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 in order to authorize free or reduced- 
rate transportation for retired employees of air carriers, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the second sentence of subsection (b) of 
section 403 of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 is amended by striking out 
“employees and” and inserting in lieu thereof “employees (including retired di- 
rectors, officers, and employees) and persons determined by the carried to be in”. 

Mr. Witt1ams. We have the report from the Federal Aviation 
Agency relating to H.R. 1076 and to H.R. 4049, which is the legisla- 
tio sent here by the CAB in which they interpose no objection to the 
mactment of this legislation. 

The Department of Labor does not comment on the bill in view of 
the fact that legislative bill would not affect operations of that Depart- 
ment. 

The Civil Aeronautics Board recommends the enactment of the bill 
as being in the public interest. 

And the Bureau of the Budget interposes no objection to the enact- 
ment of the legislation. 

These reports will be included in the record at this point. 

(The reports are as follows:) 


FEDERAL AVIATION AGENCY, 
Washington, D.C., February 13, 1959. 
Hon, OREN Harris, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives. 

Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of February 3, 1959, re- 
fiesting the views of this Agency with respect to H.R. 1076, a bill to amend 
the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 in order to authorize free or reduced rate 
tansportation for retired employees of air carriers, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 1076 would amend the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 to permit air car- 
tiers to transport retired directors, officers, and employees free or at reduced rates 

40956— 592 
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if they so desire. It is our understanding that the proposed legislation w 
have the effect of regularizing a practice which many air carriers have wale 
following for a number of years under the assumption that it was lawful 

which, as a consequence, has become a part of the labor relations struct aa 
the air carrier industry. mee 

In view of the above, and the fact that this proposed legislation is Dermissj 
rather than mandatory in nature, the Federal Aviation Agency interposes no Cs: 
jection to the enactment of H.R. 1076. It is recommended, however that ~ 
bill be amended by striking out “Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938” wherever it . 
pears, and substituting in lieu thereof “Federal Aviation Act of 1958.” In . 
dition, this proposal is concerned with purely economic matters which set 
within the particular purview of the Civil Aeronautics Board, which has m4 
mary responsibility in this matter. mee 
Sincerely yours, 


E. R. QUESADA, Administrator. 


FEDERAL AVIATION AGENCY, 


Washington, D.C., Februari 2 
Hon. OREN Harris, ore 


Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives. 

Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of February 11 1959 
requesting the views of this Agency with respect to H.R. 4049, a bill to amend the 
Federal Aviation Act of 1958 in order to authorize free or reduced-rate trans- 
portation for certain additional persons. 

H.R. 4049 would amend section 403(b) of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 
to permit air carriers to transport free or at reduced rates, in addition to those 
already authorized to be so transported, retired directors, officers, employees 
parents of officers and employees, and the immediate families of persons injured 
or killed in aircraft accidents to and from the scene of the accident. 

In addition, the proposal would amend section 403(b) to delete existing 
authority which permits free or reduced-rate transportation for ministers of 
religion on space available basis. 

The Federal Aviation Agency believes that H.R. 4049 would, if enacted, regv- 
larize a practice which many air carriers have been following for a number of 
years under the assumption that it was lawful, and which, as a consequence, 
has become a part of the labor relations structure of the air carrier industry. 

In view of the above and the fact that the proposed legislation is permissive 
rather than mandatory in nature, this Agency interposes no objection to the 
enactment of H.R. 4049. 

With respect to the deletion of authority permitting air carriers to transport 
free or at reduced rates ministers of religion, this Agency defers to the views of 
the Civil Aeronautics Board, which has primary responsibility in this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 


EB. R. QuEesapDA, Administrator. 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, March 3, 1959. 
Hon. OREN Harris, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, House of Repre- 
sentatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear ConcRESSMAN Harris: This is in further reply to your request for this 
Department’s views on H.R. 4049, a bill to amend the Federal Aviation Act of 
1958 in order to authorize free or reduced-rate transportation for certain addi- 
tional persons. 

This bill would not affect the operations of this Department, and we would 
prefer not to comment on its merits. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES T. O'CONNELL, 
Under Secretary of Labor. 


Hon. OR 
Chairm 
Howse ¢ 
DEAR 
asking | 
tion Ac 
certain 
H.R. 
to the ¢ 
s6th Co 
tion of 
Jegislat 
Prese 
riers, U 
scribe, | 
ing the 
as pers 
such pe 
tion for 
employ 
officers 
(3) th 
aircraf 
in whi 
The 
to be 1 
duced- 
the pre 
The 
missio 


Hon. ¢ 
Chair 
House 


My 


reques 
Aviati 
for ce 

Thi 


Mr 
Gubs 
befor 

M1 


STA’ 
M 


sent 
merc 


1 Would 
ve 

ul, ang 
ture of 


Missive 
3 NO ob. 
hat the 
T it ap. 

In ad. 
h Come 
1aS pri. 


rator. 


1959. 


L, 1959, 
ond the 
- trans. 


of 1958 
» those 
loyees, 
njured 


xisting 
ters of 


, Tegu- 
iber of 
uence, 
try. 

nissive 
to the 


sport 
ews of 
natter. 


vtor. 


(959. 
Repre- 
or this 


Act of 
| addi- 


would 


bor. 





a 


AIRLINE PASS PRIVILEGES 


CiviL AERONAUTICS BOARD, 
Washington, D.C., April 80, 1959. 
=N HARRIS, 
eee, Re oncditee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives, Washingion D.C. ; 
Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of February 11, 1959, 
asking the Board for a report on H.R. 4049, a bill to amend the Federal Avia- 
tion Act of 1958 in order to authorize free or reduced-rate transportation for 
itional persons. 
one. $089 is the same as the draft bill which was transmitted by the Board 
to the Congress on January 27, 1959, as a part of its legislative program for the 
g6th Congress. The Board appreciates the opportunity afforded by the introduc- 
tion of this bill to request the committee to take favorable action on the proposed 
legislation. ; J ; ; : : 
Presently section 403(b) of the act permits air carriers and foreign air ear- 
riers, under such terms and conditions as the Civil Aeronautics Board may pre- 
scribe, to provide free or reduced-rate transportation to certain persons, includ- 
jng their directors, officers and employees, and their immediate families, as well 
as persons injured in aircraft accidents and physicians and nurses attending 
such persons. The proposed amendment would expressly permit such transporta- 
tion for three additional categories of persons ; namely ( 1 ) directors, officers and 
employees who are retired and their immediate families, (2) the parents of 
officers and employees (whether or not living in the immediate household), and 
(8) the members of the immediate family of any person injured or killed in an 
aircraft accident for the purpose of traveling to and returning from the place 
in which the accident occurred. ' 
The proposed legislation is permissive in nature. It would permit a carrier 
to be reasonably free in its discretion to offer such transportation free, at re- 
duced-rates, or at full fares as it saw fit. The Board feels that enactment of 
the proposed legislation would be in the public interest. 
The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report. 
Sincerely yours, 
JAMES R. DURFEE, Chairman. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., May 4, 1959. 
Hon. OREN HARRIS, 
Chairman, Comniittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of February 11, 1959, 
requesting the views of this office on H.R. 4049, a bill to amend the Federal! 
Aviation Act of 1958 in order to authorize free or reduced-rate transportation 
for certain additional persons. 

This office would have no objection to the enactment of this measure. 

Sincerely yours, 
PHILLIP 8. HUGHEs, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 
Mr. Wituiams. The first witness is our colleague, Hon. Charles S. 


~—— 


Gubser, in support of H.R. 5576, a bill he introduced and presently 
before the committee. 
Mr. Gubser, we will be glad to hear you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES S. GUBSER, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Gusser. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to pre- 
sent this statement to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce in behalf of my bill, H.R. 5576 and related measures. 
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My interest in this subject dates back to 1957 when hundreds of 
airline employees in my congressional district appealed to me for as. 
sistance in preserving the so-called free pass privilege, a privile 
which for many years had been enjoyed by these employees. ee 

It is a well recognized fact that the pass privilege has developed into 
a fringe benefit which is of very real importance to the airline em. 
ployees and their families. In this respect I also heartily subscribe to 
representations made to the Civil Aeronautics Board to the effect that 
the furnishing of free or reduced-rate air transportation to employees 
and their families are practices of long standing which have become 
imbedded in the industry’s public and labor relations structure, 

It is my understanding that free or reduced rate privileges are 
granted on a space available basis and do not result in discrimination 
against ticket-buying passengers. Further the pass privilege does 
not result in loss of revenue as service charges made by the carriers 
adequately cover the cost incidental to the travel. 

The free or reduced-rate privilege for employees and their families 
is not unique as it has been practiced in the railroad and other trans- 
portation industries. 

To a great extent my bill would leave to the discretion of the carrier 
the determination of which individuals would receive this privilege, 
If the practice is carried on without loss of revenue and without dis- 
crimination, I see no reason why this valuable fringe benefit should 
not continue to be extended to airline employees and their families. It 
seems important to recognize the secondary benefits of high morale 
and lower turnover of well trained employees, which accompany the 
granting of pass privileges. 

In behalf of the many fine airline employees in my congressional dis- 
trict, I urge the committee to consider this legislation favorably. 

Mr. Witxrams. Thank you for your appearance and testimony, Mr. 
Gubser. 

Mr. Gurser. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. WirtraMs. I am in receipt of a statement from Mr. Rowland 
K. Quinn, Jr., president of the Air Line Stewards & Stewardesses 
Association, which I think might be well to insert in the record at 
this point. It is addressed to Mr. W. E. Williamson, clerk of this 
committee. 

(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF ROWLAND K. QUINN, JR., PRESIDENT, AIR LINE StTEwarps & 
STEWARDESSES ASSOCIATION, INTERNATIONAL 


May 4, 1959. 
Mr. W. E. WILLIAMSON, 
Clerk, Subcommittee on Transportation and Aeronautics, 
Room 1334, House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

I regret I will be unable to appear to testify in behalf of H.R. 4049 tomorrow, 
May 5. However, I do wish to make an earnest appeal for the passage of this 
legislation. In essence passage of this bill will insure that airline cabin attend- 
ants will be able to retain the present pass privileges that this classification has 
enjoyed for many years and have in effect become an integral part of the job and 
an accepted fringe benefit to airline employees. Failure of this legislation to 
receive favorable consideration by Congress in this session will result in many 
airline employees losing these travel privileges. Since these passes are issued 
on a space available basis no substantial cost is involved for the carrier. Fur- 
ther, it is my understanding that continuation of these pass privileges is opposed 
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ither by airline management nor the CAB. In light of the foregoing we hope 

" Subcommittee on Transportation and Aeronautics will promptly report this 

. for favorable action by Congress during this congressional session. Addi- 

tional copies of this statement will be forwarded airmail special delivery May 5. 
RowLAND K,. QUINN, Jr. 


Mr. Witiams. We are pleased to have our colleague, Hon. J. Ar- 
thur Younger of California, a member of the House Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, although not a member of this sub- 
committee. Is that correct? 

Mr. YounceEr. Correct. 

Mr. Witu1aMs. In view of the fact that he has another committee 
meeting, we will be pleased to hear from him now. 


STATEMENT OF HON. J. ARTHUR YOUNGER, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Youncer. Mr. Chairman, the approach to my bill, H.R. 1081, is 
alittle different from what has been proposed by the CAB. 

Mr. WituiaMs. You are referring to H.R. 4049. 

Mr. Youncer. I am referring to the H.R. 4049 as in contrast to my 
bill H.R. 1081. 

Mr. Witi1ams. Thank you. 

Mr. Youncer. It has always been my opinion that the pass privi- 
leges ought to be a part of the negotiations between the airlines and 
their employees. And that is the way it has been treated in the past. 
Fach airline has not given exactly the same pass privilege as other 
airlines. 

The main difference is the question of interpretation of what con- 
stitutes the “immediate family.” And that is what gave rise to the 
order issued by the CAB. I understand legally that the “immediate 
family” is generally considered those living under one roof. And 
many of the airlines have granted privileges to the father and mother 
of the employee and some other relatives. 

In the bill, H.R. 4049, to my mind, they have not cured that diffi- 
culty, other than adding “parents,” because they say “the parents and 
the immediate families of such officers and employees,” they still have 
left that question of who is the “immediate family” unsettled; with- 
out giving the privilege of interpretation to the carrier, but more spe- 
aific, the interpretation is left to such rules and regulations as pre- 
sribed by the Board. 

The bill that I introduced is very simple. It leaves the present 
43(b) as it is now except this: it reads now “and employees and 
their immediate families.” I propose merely to strike out “employees” 
and insert— 
ineluding retired directors, officers, and employees and persons determined by 
the carrier to be in their immediate families. 

In other words, leave to the carrier the interpretation of who con- 
stitutes the “immediate family” of the employee, the director or the 
dlicer, and permit that question to be determined by negotiations, if 
hecessary, at fringe benefits in regard to the labor negotiations be- 
tween employees and employers. I think that we will get much more 
satisfaction to the airline employees, officers, and directors that way 
than if we leave it to the rules and regulations of the CAB, because 
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that is what gave rise to the order that the CAB issued, cutting out 
the parents and other relatives. There might be unc ‘Jes and aunts 
that some of them might want to recognize. I think that the carrey 
ought to be the one to determine that, especially in view of the fagt 
that all of these passes are issued only on space available basis. And 
if they have the space available and the weight available, I see no 
reason why they should not grant privileges, if that is part of the 
fringe benefits. 

Mr. Wiiuiams. Do you feel under these circumstances, Mr. 
Younger, the father-in-law of the employee might be considered 4 
member of the immediate family 4 

Mr. Youncer. Yes, I think it ought to be left to the negotiations— 
and if the carrier, again on a space available basis, wants to take care 
of other relatives they ought to be privileged to do so. I think that js 
a matter of free economy, and the carrier ought to have some freedom 
to negotiate and handle those things with their employees as they see 
fit in their negotiations. The question ought not to be tied down as 
the CAB want to tie it down ‘in their bill. 

Mr. Wititams. Does that conclude your statement ? 

Mr. Youncer. Yes. 

Mr. Derountan. Your bill, H.R. 1081, is not as broad in seope as 
H.R. 4049 ? 

Mr. Youncer. After you go on, the present bill says, “employees of 
carriers and prov iding free and reduced rates” and so forth— and goes 
on and says, “witnesses, the attorneys attending legal] investigations” 
and all of those persons who are in H.R. 4049 and in the present law. 
I left all of those in. The only thing that I suggest is that we put in 

“and persons determined by the carrier to be in their immediate 
family.” 

Mr. Derountan. This other bill leaves it up to the CAB. 

Mr. Youncer. Yes, and they specifically just say, “parents and im- 
mediate family.” Who is going to determine who is the “immediate 
family’ °? Who is the “immediate family”? I wanted the determina- 
tion to be left to the carrier so there will be no question at all, 

Mr. Deroun1an. Thank you. 

Mr. Frrepven. I see that you leave that in your bill, too, because you 

say, “in the immediate family.” 

Mr. Younger. That is right. 

Mr. Friepvet. The question will arise, who is the “immediate fam- 
ily”? 

Mr. Youncer. No, however, the carrier determines who is “in the 
ummediate family’”’—the carrier determines that. They can say in 
their negotiations as they do now, and they have reached the conelu- 
sion in their fringe benefits. 

Mr. Frrever. Does not H.R. 4049 say the “immediate family”? 

Mr. Youncer. Yes. 

Mr. Friepe.. It does not say the “immediate family” ? 

Mr. Youncer. It says the “immediate family.” 

Mr. Frrepet. To be determined by—— 

Mr. Youncer. By the Board. 

Mr. Friepet. Determined by the Board. 

Mr. Youncer. Yes; I do not think that is wise. 

Mr. Frrepet. They have interpreted it altogether differently. 
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Mr. Youncer. No. You should not throw it up in the air, because 
it was settled. There was no question before. The negotiations be- 
tween employers and employees had settled that question. And the 
employees were satisfied with their privileges. ‘Some of the lines 
granted privileges to parents and to other relatives, not under the 
game roof. The Board came along with their legal interpretation and 
said, “No, you cannot do that. ‘The ‘immediate family’ are only those 
that live under your roof.” Any they cut out the parents or uncles 
or aunts or mothers-in-law or fathers-in-law, or what not, that had 
already been agreed to in negotiations. 

Mr. Frrepet. H.R. 4049 would take care of that. 

Mr. Youncer. No, it won't. 

Mr. Frrepet. It won't take care of parents? 

Mr. Younoer. It takes in the parents only. 

Mr. Friever. Right. And yours only opens it again for the air- 
lines to determine what is the “immediate family?” 

Mr. Youncer. That is right—that is where I think it should be. 

Mr. Frreper. The mother-in-law and father-in-law who might be 
living with them are not the immediate family. If they so determine 
then it is left to the airlines what is considered to be the family. 

Mr. Youncer. That is a matter of negotiation between the airlines 
and employees when they negotiate their labor contracts and fringe 
benefits, that is specified in those contracts. That is where it should 
be. It should be a matter of fringe benefit negotiations between the 
employer and the employee. Then you will have satisfaction. If you 
leave it up to the Board, you will not have it, because the Board does 
not participate in the negotiations on fringe benefits. 

Mr. Friepet. It all boils down to the words, “immediate family.” 

Mr. Youncer. Yes, I want the determination of who is in the “im- 
mediate family” to be determined by the carrier and not by the Board. 
[think that is the best way to doit. That is my feeling. 

[have talked with the carriers, I have talked with the employees— 
[have had this bill in now for 2 years—but that is the only difference 
that I can see in it. And I wanted to express my own views to you. 

Mr. Jarman. The only question I would ask is what comment have 
you had, from the carriers? 

Mr. Youncer. They are willing to leave it to their own negotiation. 
All of those I have talked to think it ought to be a fringe benefit 
and ought to be part of their package negotiations with their em- 
ployees. The ones that I have talked to. 

Mr. Jarman. Thank you. 

Mr. Youncer. You may have different views expressed here. If so, 
itisnews tome. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Wizurams. Thank you. 

We have representatives of the Civil Aeronautics Board, Mr. Frank- 
ln M. Stone, general counsel; Mr. Irving Roth, associate director, 
Burean of Air Operations, and Mr, Arthur Simms, special counsel. 

If you desire to sit together and appear together, that is all right. 

Mr. Stone. I have a prepared statement that with your permission 
Iwould like to read. Mr. Roth, associate director of the Buresu of 
Air Operations is available, and I would like to have him up here in 
tise you ask questions that get into the economic field. 

Mr. Witxiams. Very well. You will present the statement on be- 
half of the Board ? 
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Mr. Stone. Yes. 

Mr. Witiiams. The others will be available for any questions? 
Mr. Stone. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. a 
Mr. Witu1aMs. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF FRANKLIN M. STONE, GENERAL COUNSEL, ciyy, 
AERONAUTICS BOARD, ACCOMPANIED BY IRVING ROTH, Aggp. 
CIATE DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF AIR OPERATIONS, AND ARTHYR 
SIMMS, SPECIAL COUNSEL, CIVIL AERONAUTICS BOARD 


Mr. Stone. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is Franklin M. Stone. I am general counsel of the Civil Aeronautics 
Board. I am accompanied by Mr. Irving Roth, associate director of 
the Board’s Bureau of Air Operations. 

I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before this committee 
in support of H.R. 4049, a bill which embodies legislation which was 
drafted and sponsored by the Civil Aeronautics Board. Before dis. 
cussing the bill in detail I wish to express our appreciation to the 
chairman of this committee for introducing H.R. 4049 and for setting 
it down for hearing. f 

Under existing law, and pursuant to the provisions of section 403(b) 
of the Federal Aviation Act, the basic and underlying rule is that 
every air carrier must charge everyone for air transportation at the 
rates specified in its published tariffs, and no air carrier is permitted 
in any manner, or by any device to remit any portion of the fares, or 
extend to any person any special privileges or facilities. However, 
the same section contains a provision authorizing exceptions to this 
rule in certain specified types of cases. That provision now reads as 
follows: 

Nothing ‘in this act shall prohibit such air carriers or foreign air carriers, 
under such terms and conditions as the Board may prescribe, from issuing or 
interchanging tickets or passes for free or reduced-rate transportation to their 
directors, officers, and employees and their immediate families; witnesses and 
attorneys attending any legal investigation in which any such air carrier is in- 
terested; persons injured in aircraft accidents and physicians and nurses at- 
tending such persons; and any person or property with the object of providing 
relief in cases of general epidemic, pestilence, or other calamitous visitation; 
and, in the case of overseas or foreign air transportation, to such other persons 
and under such other circumstances as the Board may by regulations prescribe. 
Any air carrier or foreign air carrier, under such terms and conditions as the 
Board may prescribe, may grant reduced-rate transportation to ministers of re 
ligion on a space available basis. 

Thus, under existing law free or reduced-rate transportation is per- 
missible in the following cases: 

1. Directors, officers, and employees of air carriers or foreign air 
carriers. 

29. Immediate families of directors, officers and employees of air 
varriers or foreign air carriers. 

3. Witnesses and attorneys attending any legal investigation in 
which any such air carrier is interested. 

4. Persons injured in aircraft accidents. 

5. Physicians and nurses attending persons injured in aircraft 
accidents. 

6. Any person or property with the object of providing relief in 
cases of general epidemic, pestilence, or other calamitous visitation. 
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7. In the case of overseas or foreign air transportation, such other 
persons and under such other circumstances as the Board may 
prescribe. ay nate iis 

3 Ministers of religion—limited to reduced rates on a space avail- 

asis. 
ee years ago, an informal investigation by the Board disclosed 
that many of the air carriers were granting free or reduced-rate trans- 
portation to persons who did not appear to fall within the limited 
number of categories specified in section 403(b). For example, it 
was found that free transportation was being provided to persons 
who, while related to employees, could not be considered as members 
of their “immediate families” within the meaning of section 403 ( b). 

Mr. Witt1ams. Could I ask you a question there‘ You say, “it was 
found that free transportation was being provided to persons who, 
while related to employees, could not be considered as members of 
their “immediate families.” ; 

Can you give us some cases that you found just so we know what 
was involved ¢ 

Mr. Stone. I will turn that question over to Mr. Roth, because the 
Bureau of Air Operations made the investigation and made the 
studies. Mine was more or less confined to the legal interpretation 
of what “immediate families” could be. 

Mr. Rorn. I believe, sir, that some of the illustrations would be 
some of the ones that Mr. Younger referred to. For example, I be- 
lieve the Board would exclude from its definition of “immediate 
family” parents of a married employee, which parents were not living 
in the same household with the employee. And in-laws living in a 
separate domicile from the employee, nephews and nieces living in 
a separate domicile and so on. I believe all of those categories would 
be excluded by the Board in its interpretation of the “immediate 
family” within the meaning of the present 403(b). 

Mr. Frrepet. They would be or would not be included ¢ 

Mr. Roru. Would not be included. 

Mr. Wittrams. You may proceed. 

Mr. Stone. Subsequently, numerous carriers sought reconsidera 
tion of this ruling, contending for a broader interpretation of the 
language of the statute in various respects. After reconsideration 
on two separate occasions, the Board issued a ruling in the form of 
a letter to each carrier. In this letter, circulated to the air carriers 
on October 18, 1957, the Board’s conclusions were that, pursuant to 
section 403(b) of the act, free or reduced-rate transportation could 
be granted to members of “immediate families” only as follows: 

(a) To spouse and minor children, including minor children who 
receive the benefits of adoption; 

(6) To immediate household, including persons permanently resid- 
ing at the residence without the necessity of payment for board and 
toom and on terms of approximate equality with the persons above- 
named ; and 

(c) For the purpose of traveling with any person above-named, to 
sich persons as are employed or retained to live in the household, 
having care of, or authority over, or being on terms of approximate 
equality with such a person, to tutor, nurse, supervise, attend, or be 
acompanion to such a person. 

40956—59—_—_-3 
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The Board also stated that the above provisions of the act di 
— to the following classes of persons: 

Executives, members or employees of the advertising agency 
oie by an air carrier. 

2. Physici ians retained by an air carrier and who have their ow) 
practices 

3. Attorneys, members or employees of a firm of attorneys retained 
by an air carrier. 

= Retired employees, including pensioned employees. 

. Members of the immediate family of a person injured or killed 
in an accident. 

The widow or minor children of a director, officer, or employee 
Ps a carrier who has died while in the service of the carrier, except for 
a limited period which is reasonably long enough to permit relocation 
of the family. 

However, upon representation by the industry that the furnishing 
of free or reduced-rate transportation to persons in the above cate. 
gories was a practice of long standing which had become imbedded in 
the industry’s public and 1: abor relations structure, the Board on Feb. 
ruary 13, 1958, os until September 1, 1958, the effectiveness 
of its ruling of October 18, 1957, with respect to the following four 

categories of persons: 
Members of the immediate families of airline directors, officers, 
and employees (as interpreted in the letter of October 18, 1957) ; 
Retired airline directors, officers, and employees; 

3. Members of the immediate families of persons injured or killed 
in aircraft accidents; and 

4. Widows and minor children of directors, officers, and employees 
who have died while in the service of air carriers. 

The purpose of this suspension was to allow time for Congress to 
consider and act upon amendatory legislation. A further extension 
was later granted until September 1, 1959. 

It was in the light of this background that the Board drafted and 
sponsored the legislation which has been introduced as H.R. 4049 and 
which is now under consideration by this committee. 

H.R. 4049 would expressly permit free or reduced-rate transporta- 
tion for three additional categories of persons, namely: (1) directors, 
officers and employees who are retired and their immediate families, 

(2) the parents of officers and of retired officers and employees— 
whether or not living in the immediate family—and (3) the mem- 
bers of the immediate family of any person injured or killed in an 
aircraft accident for the purpose of traveling to and returning from 
the place in which the accident occurred. 

It is to be noted that the proposed legislation is permissive and 
would permit appropriate carrier action subject to Board control. 
Hence each carrier would be reasonably free in its discretion to offer 
the subject transportation free, at reduced rates, or at full fares as it 
saw fit. Furthermore, carriers would be reasonably at liberty to set 
up certain restric tions, such as allowing carriage on a space-available 
basis, which would be consonant with economic considerations. 

The Board recommends that the Congress give favorable considera- 
tion to the amendment of section 403(b) of the act so as to authorize 
air carriers and foreign air carriers to provide free or reduced-rate 
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air transportation to the three categories of persons described. The 
Board believes that provision of such free or reduced-rate transporta- 
tion will not burden the carriers unduly, that it will allow the carriers 
to continue practices of long standing which have become imbedded 
inthe industry’s public and labor relations structure, and that it would 
be in the public interest. 

[ would now like to make reference to the other bills on the subject 
of free and reduced-rate air transportation which are now pending 
before this committee; namely, H.R. 1076 introduced by Mr. Williams, 
ILR. 1081 introduced by Mr. Younger, H.R. 1356 introduced by Mr. 
Staggers, and H.R. 5576 introduced by Mr. Gubser. 

These bills, which are identical to each other, differ from H.R. 
4049 in that they make no specific provision in favor of the parents 
of officers, and employees, or of retired officers, and employees, and 
make no provision for the immediate families of persons injured or 
killed in aircraft accidents. 

On the other hand, they would authorize the carriers themselves 
todetermine what persons are in the “immediate families” of directors, 
oficers, and employees, rather than being bound by the Board’s in- 
ierpretation of these words. This would allow the carriers to con- 
strue the words “immediate families” as narrowly or broadly as they 
might desire. It is the Board’s view that this language is so broad 
that it would be likely to invite differing practices and abuses. The 
Board believes that such a provision in undesirable, and recommends 
against its enactment. 

The Board believes the legislation embodied in H.R. 4049 is more 
precise and better adapted to an equitable solution of the problems 
which have arisen in connection with free and reduced rates, and we 
recommend its enactment. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection 
tothe submission of this statement. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, we are open for questions. 

Mr. Derountan. Mr. Stone, the “immediate family” of the retired 
oficers, directors and employees, would also be included in free or 
reduced fares ? 

Mr.Srone. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Derountan. Do you see any reason why if Howard Hughes, 
or Mr. Rickenbacker of Eastern Airlines, or Mr. Smith of American 
Airlines, or Juan Trippe of Pan American, retired, they should be 
allowed to have this privilege ? 

Mr. Stone. Well, arguments have been made by the industry that 
those persons should be included along with the other officers and em- 
ployees. That was one of the many proposals submitted to the Board, 
which we felt had some merit tothem. We did not include many other 
proposals which were rather farfetched, but we thought that this was 
areasonable one. 

Mr. DerountAn. I just asked you in all candor whether or not a 
millionaire cannot afford to pay for a trip on the plane where the 
public is making up the difference, they are getting a free ride and 
the rest of the public will have to pay for it. I wondered if that was 
fair. 

Mr. Stone. I think our difficulty would be in trying to apply an 
economic standard with respect to individual employees, officers, or 
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directors because conceivably some of the employees who would be en 
titled to free transportation under the legislation might be better of 
than some of the other people, including directors or other officers. 

Mr. Derountan. In this letter of October 18, 1957, the Board states 
that, “for the purpose of traveling * * *, tutor, nurse,” and so forth 
shall be considered a part of the family. 

Mr.Srone. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Deroun1an. That means that Mr. Hughes or the other finap. 
cially substantial people mentioned might have 15 or 20 servants, and 
that they would get a free ride, too. Do you think that would be all 
right ? 

Mr. Sronr. I don’t think that particular illustration would be reg. 
sonable. The difficulty would be trying to delineate or state that jt 
shall be restricted to one nurse or one tutor or something of that 
nature. But I think that the Board would, certainly, set up regula. 
tions that would keep the thing within reasonable bounds. And that 
is why we think there is a good argument for having the Board keep 
this under the control of the Board rather than let the carrier make 
the determination, because it could be run into the ground. 

Mr. Derountan. Would a maid be considered a part of the 
“family” ? 

Mr. Stone. I believe it would. I might add, Mr. Derounian, that 
our interpretation or definition of “immediate family” is based 
basically on standard concepts of what constitutes the intimate house. 
hold and immediate family in the traditional legal sense. 

Mr. DerountAn. The lower salaried retired personnel of the com- 
pany, some of these other humanitarian phases of the bill such as 
cases of accidents, cases of other emergency, are reasonable for inclu- 
sion, but I just cannot get through my mind as being reasonable to 
have financially substantial people, once they are retired, take ad- 
vantage of this on a trip which might be half filled and if the plane 
had a few more paying passengers it could be made a profitable trip. 
The public is the one that will have to pay if these privileges are 
abused. They are the ones I am interested in, too. 

Mr. Srone. I understand that; it is a factor to be taken into con- 
sideration. As I explained, these practices had grown up over the 
years. It has been included more or less as a fringe benefit. And on 
the basis of urgings on the part of all concerned, and on the basis 
of past practices we felt that balancing it, considering the various 
extremes of the proposal, this was a reasonable approach. 

Mr. Derountan. Thank you. 

Mr. Frriepev. Do you know if retired directors of the railroads are 
allowed free transportation ? 

Mr. Srone. Just a moment. Mr. Simms nodded his head and sol 
would say, say yes. Yes, that is specifically provided for in the Inter- 
state Commerce Act. 

Mr. Frreper. Thank you. 

Mr. Stone. I got a nod from my special counsel so I am taking his 
say-so on it. 

Mr. Macponarp. No questions. 

Mr. Jarman. In H.R. 1081, what possible bearing could the posi 
tion of carrier “A” on interpretation have on carrier “B” and on other 
“arriers. 
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Mr. Stone. I think to be frank about it, Mr. Jarman, if conces- 
sions are obtained over the bargaining table from airline A, it would 
he encouragement for employee representatives to make the same 
proposals to carrier “B” and there would be less reason or justifica- 
tion for carrier “B” to refuse the demand for that type of free trans- 
portation. $e 

[ might interpolate here, if I may, gentlemen, that when the Civil 
Aeronautics Act was passed in 1938, the legislative history is quite 
clear that Congress took a very restrictive view on free transporta- 
tion because of the abuses that had grown up in other agencies. For 
that reason, our interpretations have been, I think, admittedly, quite 
narrow. | 

Over the years these practices grew up, and then when we found 
upon investigation that they had gone beyond what the legislative 
history and congressional intent clearly intended, we felt that the 
various people who should be eligible for reduced transportation 
should be deferred. We feel if each carrier is permitted to use his 
own judgment as to who shall receive free and reduced rate transporta- 
tion that this thing will get out of bounds and will then thwart the 
original intent of the Congress. 

Mr. Jarman. If carrier “A” made a decision on the basis of what it 
thought was in its own best interests in operating the line, those 
decisions of carrier “A” would not be mandatory on any other carrier. 

Mr. Stone. No. 

Mr. Jarman. Other carriers could determine what their own policy 
would be. 

Mr. Stone. That is right. It would simply be a lack of standards 
in the industry with the employees of one airline receiving rather 
broad benefits and, perhaps, employees of another carrier having 
much less benefits. 

Mr. Jarman. Under the wording of the present act, the wording 
now in section 403(b) “as the Board may prescribe, from issuing or 
interchanging tickets or passes,” et cetera, what interpretation should 
be given to the word “interchange?” Carrier “A” would make a 
decision. What effect would that have on carrier “B” so far as the 
interchanging of tickets for transportation are concerned ? 

Mr. Stone. I suppose that the carriers would have to agree on the 
terms of any agreement with respect to interchange, but the employees 
themselves would have some bearing on the decision made by the 
carriers because of their influence over the bargaining table. 

Mr. JARMAN. Carrier “B” would interchange tickets from carrier 
“A” only if carrier “B” so desired. 

Mr. Sronr. That is right. It would have to be an agreement be- 
tween the two carriers affected. But I suppose the management of 
each of the carriers would be under some compulsion to enter into 
agreements that were of benefit to a larger number of their respective 
employees. 

Mr. Jarman. Has there been a general expression of sentiment on 
the part of the carriers themselves as to the bills before us ? 

Mr. Stone. Well, there have been many proposals by the individual 
carriers in the business and they vary considerably. The Board has 
hot adopted all of the proposals or the extremes of those proposals, 
but I would think that by and large on the basis of what we have 
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received this legislation represents a balancing of what th 
would like to have, what the industry would like to have 
what the employees’ associations would like to have. 

Mr. Jarman. Do you have any expression of actual opposition be 
the carriers themselves on the idea of carriers making the determing 
tion as provided in H.R. 1081 ? 

Mr. Sronr. We have not received any objection to our legislation 

Mr. Jarman. I asked, do you have any opposition on the part of 
the carriers to making the determination as provided in H.R. 108? 

Mr. Sronr. I have had no direct evidence of opposition, Mr, Jap 
man. 

Mr. Jarman. To H.R. 1081? 

Mr. Stone. Beg pardon. 

Mr. Jarman. To H.R. 1081, which leaves it to the carrier itself 

Mr. Sronr. I see. I haven’t received any direct comment on HR 
1081, sir. I just do not know whether there is any opposition op 
favorable reaction to it. 

Mr. Jarman. Have you had comments on H.R. 4049? 

Mr. Srone. Well, yes. Generally, the carriers are favorable to 
our legislation, sir. I cannot think of any specific carrier who has 
entered a specific objection. 

Mr. Jarman. Could you enter for the record any listing of those 
carriers that indicated to the Board that they favor H.R, 40492 

Mr. Sronr. I can if we have them, but normally we would not ask 
the industry for comment on our legislation. ‘Those comments would 
be made to the committee. I donot know what is of record here with 
the committee. 

Mr. Jarman. That is all. 

Mr. Wiiu1aMs. May I say this, we have witnesses that will appear 
representing the Air Transport Association, also, the air transport 
division of the Transport Workers Union, the Air Line Pilots Asso- 
ciation. 

Mr. Jarman. If we could have a list of those indicating that they 
favored H.R. 4049, I would like to have that information. 

Mr. Wiiur1aMs. Let me ask one further question. Have you re 
ceived any objections from any of the air carriers to the provisions 
of H.R. 4049? 

Mr. Stone. I am not aware of any. Mr. Roth is not aware of any. 
Just a moment. 

Mr. Rorn. If I may supplement that, Mr. Williams. It is my im- 
pression from oral conversation over the past year or two with men- 
bers of the industry that the industry is overwhelmingly in favor of 
legislative relief in the form of an appropriate modification of see- 
tion 403(b), but neither Mr. Stone nor I is familiar with the extract 
preference of the industry as between H.R. 4049 and the other three 
or four bills now pending before the committee. 

Mr. Srone. If I may say so, Mr. Chairman, we do feel that if the 
industry or each individual] carrier is allowed to interpret and define 
“immediate family” for example, it could lead to two things. It 
could lead to abuses and a stretching without any restriction or con- 
trol by the Board, and secondly, to be frank about it, I think it could 
probably lead to some pressures that would develop on the carriers 
because they had the power to interpret broadly and probably would 
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not have a reason, you might say, to refuse even though they would 
prefer to refuse. _ . 

Mr. Witu1aMs. I was assuming that the carriers would, in all prob- 
ability, prefer the determinat ion be made by the Board rather than to 
make it themselves in view of the competitive situation among the 
girlines and the employees of the airlines. : 

Mr. Stone. I gained that impression. I hesitated to say so defi- 
nitely because I do not know definitely what specific comments they 
have offered or will offer, but I gain that from general conversation 
with the people in the industry. 

Mr. Macponavp. I have just two question. In your statement, on 
the very last line, you state that the Bureau of the Budget advises that 
there is no objection to the submission of this statement. I was won- 
dering if they had objection to the bill itself. 

Mr. Stone. No, sir, that is another way of saying they have no ob- 
jection to the bill. It is the usual phraseology. 

Mr. MacponaLp. What would their interest be ? 

Mr. Stone. I suppose the Bureau of the Budget would be concerned 
from a subsidy standpoint, if it got out of bounds, and legislation 
were introduced that might be so broad as to effect the financial con- 
dition of the carriers. 

Mr. Macvonaxp. I didn’t realize any domestic carriers were under 
subsidy any more. Very few of them except the feeder lines. 

Mr. Stone. You see this legislation is not restricted to the domestic 
carriers Who are not on subsidy. This affects the entire industry. 

Mr. WiitAMs. Some of the foreign carriers are. 

Mr. Stone. We never know when a marginal carrier will get into 
difficulty. 

Mr. MacponaLp. Speaking of foreign carriers, I saw an advertise- 
ment or comment in an aviation column to the effect that one of the 
foreign airlines is about to reduce its fares drastically to any em- 
ployee of any carrier. Are you aware of that? 

Mr. Stone. Mr. Roth, are you familiar with that? 

Mr. Rorn. I am aware, sir, that a great many air carriers offer 
sharply reduced rates, but usually not free transportation, to employ- 
ees of other air carriers. Such reduced rate transportation is ordi- 
narily made available on a space available basis. And I believe, in 
part is intended to acquaint employees of other air carriers with the 
services of the particular carriers with the hope that through that 
familiarization, it will help to promote interline travel and better 
transportation service for the carrier offering the reduced-rate trans- 
portation. 

Mr. Macponarp. I was wondering about a foreign carrier—they 
reduced their rates by about 80 percent to any employee of an Ameri- 
can carrier who wanted to travel on a vacation abroad. Do you recog- 
nize that is a fact? 

Mr. Rorn. It is my understanding that such practices are quite 
prevalent throughout the industry both as to American-flag carriers 
and foreign carriers as well. ' 

Mr. Macponatp. Do you think that is an evasion of the law? 

Mr. Roru. No, I think that the interchange of passes between air 
carriers as to officers and employees is permitted, certainly, under the 
Federal Aviation Act. And I believe there is no prohibition within 
the regulations of the International Air Transport Association. 








20 AIRLINE PASS PRIVILEGES 


Mr. Macponatp. The American carrier employee who travels for. 
eign routes at this reduced rate, could they do that without any objec. 
tion by your Board ? ; <n 

Mr. Rorn. An employee of an American-flag carrier could wit] 
any advice or specific permission from the CAB utilize a pass. 

Mr. Macponatp. That isn’t my question. My question is just the 
opposite. Can any American Airlines, Pan-Am, TWA, and So forth, 
grant reduced fares to any employee of any airline of the world with. 
out permission of your Board, as much as 80 percent? 

Mr. Rorn. I believe that answer is “Yes” as to any foreign air cap. 
rier, particularly if such foreign air carrier holds a permit issued by 
the Civil Aeronautics Board. 

Mr. Macponaxp. In other words, if I understand your statement 
correctly, you are saying that any Americ an airline can reduce its rates 
to an employ ee of any “other airline in any manner that it sees fit af 
present. 

Mr. Roru. Yes, sir, under the present section 403 (b). 

Mr. Stone. Yes. 

Mr. Macponaup. Why is it necessary to include in the present bill 
the language that would cover that situation—why is it nec essary if 
it is already the case? 

Mr. Rorn. I do not believe that our bill H.R. 4049 proposes to 
modify that. 

Mr. Witxtams. You have in H.R. 4049 a restatement of the present 
Jaw ? 

Mr. Srone. Yes, sir. Under existing 403(b) it lists directors, off. 
cers and employees of air carriers and foreign air carriers. 

Mr. Macponap. Nothing in this act that prohibits air carriers and 
so forth, issuing reduced rates of transportation to directors, officers, 
and employees. If that is the present situation, Mr. Williams just said 
it was a restatement. 

Mr. Srone. That is a restatement. And we have added three addi- 
tional categories of people who would be eligible for the free or re- 
duced transportation. 

Mr. Macponaxip. Thank you. 

Mr. Witui1AMs. Mr. Stone, there are one or two questions I would 
like to ask you. Does the present law deal with the situation whereby 
one airline may grant the employees of other airlines free or reduced 

rates. 

Mr. Sronr. Well, I believe that is an interchange agreement. The 
present law does provide or authorize the managements of the airlines 
to enter into those interchange agreements. 

Mr. Witu1ams. I got the impression there is nothing in the present 
law or in H.R. 4049, which would prevent free or reduced passage to 
employees or members of their immediate families. 

Mr. Stone. No, sir, there would be none. 

Mr. WituiaMs. This bill does not deal with that at all. 

Mr. Stone. It does not deal with it. It does not prevent it. 

Mr. WitxiAms. Now, for purposes of clarification, I would like to 
ask you a question with reference to the language on line 6, page 2, 
which includes the category of “immediate family” and so forth, for 
the specific purpose of transportation to and return from the place in 
which the accident occurred. 
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Just how broadly or how literally is that interpreted by the Board? 
Mr. Stone. Of course, it is not authorized at the present time, so 

there has never been any interpretation by the Board. I hesitate to 
say specifically how it would be interpreted, but I would hope that the 
poard would interpret it rather broadly. <i 

Mr. Witu1aMs. The reason I ask the question is that several years 
ago two planes went down in the Grand Canyon. If I recall correctly, 
the bodies were interred in a cemetery several hundred miles away. 
Under the Board’s interpretation of the language that I just read 
you—1 don’t think that the parents or the members of the immediate 
families of those persons who were killed in that accident would have 
been interested in going to Grand Canyon or down into the canyon 
itself which, of course, 1s the place where the accident occurred. To 
use the bill’s language, quite obviously, they would have desired to 

o to the burial in Phoenix or wherever they had the funeral services. 

Would this be broad enough, this language, to give the Board au- 
thority, to authorize free or reduced transportation to those families 
to the place of burial rather than to the place of the accident? 

Mr. Stone. If it were within the general area. But I can see the 
problem that the burial might take place in another part of the coun- 
try and I do not think that we could say that this particular language 
contemplates free transportation except to and from the general area 
of the accident. I would think that would certainly not be a narrow 
interpretation, but I do not think that it envisions attending funerals 
in a different part of the country or anything that is only incidental 
to the accident. 

Mr. Witutams. What is the purpose of this language? 

Mr. Stone. The language— 

Mr. Wixu1aMs. It is really not to permit the families to go to see 
the accident. That is not the purpose of it? ; 

Mr. Stone. No, but I think it is natural, Mr. Chairman, if there 
isan accident that the members of the family concerned want to get 
down to the general vicinity to see what the developments are, what 
the problems are, and take care of personal affairs and be with their 
loved ones. I think that humanitarian concepts prompted this sug- 
gestion, but I do not think we envisioned anything beyond that. 

Mr. Roru. I think one of the possible purposes that the Board had 
in mind was the type of situation in which a passenger is injured 
rather than killed. He is likely to end up in a hospital close to the 
scene of the accident, and as we interpret the present law, an air car- 
rier would be prohibited from offering free transportation to members 
of the immediate family of the injured person in a hospital near the 
scene of the accident. We feel that if we are correct in our interpre- 
tation of the present law, it would be desirable to amend the law to 
enable an air carrier to offer free transportation to such members of 
the immediate family who want, among other things, to visit the in- 
jured person in the hospital. Likewise, the members of the immediate 
family even in event of death may have a strong desire for obvious 
reasons, to see the remains, and appear on the scene to be close to the 
body, and so on, and the Board feels that there is definitely a public 
interest in amending the law in that direction. 

Mr. WiiiaMs. I quite sympathize with the pertinence of this. I 
am wondering if perhaps it should be broadened, or see what your at- 
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titude would be toward broadening it to include in certain Cases the 
transportation of the family to and from the place of burial, 

Now, I have in mind the particular hypothetical case of a person 
who may be on a foreign carrier, let’s say, a serviceman in German 
whose family is in Germany. He is sent to the States by civil Z 
carrier and on return an accident occurs, we will say, in Germany 

Now, under the strict interpretation of this language, the air carrier 
will not be permitted to grant free or reduced passage to that man’s 
family who may be in Germany back to the place of his burial in th 
United States. 

{am wondering if perhaps some language shouldn’t be worked ont 
which might cover a situation like that. 

Mr. Sronr. Well, I am sure that some language could be worked 
out and you certainly have a point, Mr. Chairman, but I suppose one 
reason it is not in here is because I know of no request for it and po 
consideration was given to the thought that you have expressed or the 
point you have made and this was simply a balancing of all of the 
proposals that were made. 

But if the committee feels that that is something that should be 
included, I am sure that satisfactory language could be drafted and 
submitted to the committee for consideration. 

Mr. Wiraaiams. I think we might well proceed with other witnesses 
and see what their views are with respect to that. 

Thank you. 

Now, I notice in the bill also that you authorize the grant of m- 
cuced rates in the legislation to immediate families of directors. No 
mention is made of parents. Now, was that deliberately left out or 
vas there some reason for not mentioning it? 

Mr. Srone. Yes, sir, it was deliberately left out. 
whether the committee would agree with the reasons. 

First of all, we have, as I explained, tried to keep this within bounds 
and tried to keep it fairly restrictive. We felt that the parents of 
directors or that the directors themselves normally were affluent people, 
that there would be very little need for it. There has been no pressing 
for it or request for it and we felt that it was just one way to keep 
this within some reasonable bounds. 

Mr. WrittaMs. In other words, there has been no demand for it. 

Mr. Stone. We feel that most of the directors are fairly well along 
and it would effect a very limited number of people, first of all, and 
that probably they could take care of their parents if they are a diree- 
tor of an airline. They are probably fairly well off. I am using the 
economic argument again that you used. 

Mr. WriuiaMs. One further question—and I believe we are going 
over some old territory that has already been covered, but if you did, 
I am afraid that I was really not paying attention when you covered 
it—that is, what is the Board’s present interpretation? I am sure you 
have some criteria for defining members of the immediate family. 

Mr. Srone. Well, we have defined the immediate families on page 
4 of the statement and I will read it again and then I can explain the 
basis for our determination or interpretation, if you like—(a), (5), 
and (c),on the top of page 4 of my prepared statement. 

Mr. Wirr1zams. That is the definition of immediate family as pres- 


ently applied by the Board? 
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yr. Stone. Yes, sir. That is the standard that the Board has ap- 
slied. I would say this, that the Board certainly is openminded and 
reasons could be submitted to the Board, compelling, persuasive rea- 
ans why this definition should be broadened, if it could be proved that 
were in the public interest, I am sure that the Board would consider 
i, but at this point, we haven't had the problem and this is the defini- 
son that they have fixed on heretofore. | 

Mr. WituraMs. This definition has worked out pretty well, is that 
‘oht ? 
\t. Srone. Yes, sir. It keeps it within some reasonable limits, be 
ause I think you can see how this could be stretched out to include 
fiends and neighbors and people who are just living temporarily in 
household and that sort of thing. , ; 
Mr. Witu1ams. Now, is this interpreted to include under any cir- 
gmstance a mother-in-law or father-in-law of the employee? 

Mr. Stone. Well, I would think that it does. 

Mr. Wrt1.ms. No mention of that is made in the definition 

Mr. Stone. Only if they are a part of the immediate household, 
and that is in paragraph 8. 

Mr. WizuraMs. They are not included by this definition? 

Mr. Srone. No, sir. They would be included if coming within para- 
sraph 8. | 

Mr. Wii1aMs. Any further questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Wii1ams. Thank you very much, Mr. Stone and Mr. Roth. 
Mr. Stone. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE D. RILEY, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTA- 
TIVE, AFL-CIO 


Mr. Wittiams. Mr. George Riley, representing the AFL-CIO. 

If you would identify yourself for the record, please, sir. 

Mr. Rey. My name is George D. Riley, legislative representative, 
AFL-CIO. 

[have no statement, Mr. Chairman, but I promise you that I will 
iequite brief, except for any questions which the committee may wish 
ioask. 

Qur interest in this case is that we support the overall position taken 
bythe unions in the aviation industry who have wished to have legis- 
lation in this field and I wish also to point. out that this bill, H.R. 
449 is but a permissive bill. There is nothing mandatory or compul- 
iveabout the matter whatsoever. It merely provides a floor under any 
discussions which employees and their airlines may wish to enter into 
after having recourse to the legislation which is before you today. 

In fact, the first words in the bill say that nothing in this act shall 
prohibit certain things being done. It does not say that these things 
ind these things alone must be done, and for that reason it seems to 
me that the bill is sufficiently accommodating, though it is a brief bill, 
todo just about anything which common consent and agreement ar- 
rive at. 

[ want to remark upon the statement made by Mr. Younger, who 
wishes to leave to negotiation the matters in this field which suggests 
that Mr. Younger feels that the provisions of the Railway Labor Act 
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be invoked in this instance. H.R. 4049 doesn’t enter into that act 
This bill amends the FFA Act. 

And so if we were to consider the Younger provision as prevailin 
it so happens that some of the airlines are not fully organized. Tiy 
question would immediately arise who is going to represent, the Un 
represented employees in those fields, and I might point out that ther 
are several of the largest airlines which are not wholly and complete} 
organized. 

On the economics discussion side on this bill, some of the questions 
suggest that perhaps there are those who believe that income of gip. 
lines is involved in this legislation. I feel that it is fair to point oy 
that income has no consideration here. It is not part of the pictur 
whatsoever. Such concessions that are made in this field, whether 
they be free transportation or reduced transportation, continue to be 
a space available in the class of service and the seniority involved 
on the part of the employee. 

So there is not out-of-pocket expense attached to this proposal. If 
there is no space available, it is pretty certain that a full fare, what. 
ever class to be involved, is going to be paid. 

So we are not getting into disbursements whatsoever. 

I particularly want to remark upon the family situation which has 
been rather fully discussed here. I don’t think there could be too 
much liberality permitted in this field whatsoever. The most impor. 
tant in American life is the family. When we look across the Pa. 
cific Ocean and see what is happening to families in the greatest 
autocracy and depotism in the history of the world, where families 
are being broken up, communes are being created, perhaps we can 
appreciate the need for this togetherness and the attempt to recog. 
nize that all under the same roof, under the general heading, to usea 
Latin phrase, paterfamilias, should be encouraged at every turn. 

With those few remarks, which I hope will be helpful when you 
mark up the bill, Mr. Chairman, that is about all I have to suggest. 

Mr. Witu1aMs. Thank you very much, Mr. Riley. 

Do I understand that you do have a preference for the approach 
to this problem that is carried in 4049 rather than the other bill which 
I believe Mr. Younger supports. 

Mr. Rizey. This bill, 4049, is the one that I believe does the greatest 
bit of accommodation in this regard. 

Mr. Witi1ams. Any questions ¢ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Wituiams. Thank you very much, Mr. Riley. 

Mr. Ritey. Thank you. 

Mr. Wicutams. Mr. Francis A. O’Connell, representing the air 
transportation, Transport Workers Union, also AFL-CIO. 

You may proceed. 


y 


STATEMENT OF FRANCIS A. O'CONNELL, LEGISLATIVE REPRE 
SENTATIVE, AIR TRANSPORT DIVISION, TRANSPORT WORKERS 
UNION, AFI-CIO. 


Mr. O’Connett. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Francis A. O’Connell. I am legislative representative for 
the air transport division, Transport Workers Union, AFL-CIO. 
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[ appear here today on behalf of the air transport division and its 
director, international vice president, James F. Horst. 

The air transport division is deeply appreciative of this oppor- 
imnity to appear before your committee in support of the enactment 
of HR. 4049, as the official spokesman on legislative matters for more 
than 22,000 air carrier employees. eee 

HR. 4049, introduced by the chairman, Mr. W illiams, would amend 
gction 403(b) of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958. It would permit 
or authorize the air carriers, under such rules and regulations as the 
Civil Aeronautics Board may prescribe, to issue free or reduced rate 
transportation to their retired directors, officers, and employees; to the 

arents and immediate families of such retired officers and employees; 
and to the parents of their employees in addition to other categories 
equally entitled. a ee a . 

The air transport division is principally interested in those sections 
of the bill, H.R. 4049, which pertain to retired employees, their 
parents and immediate families and the parents of air carrier em- 
ployees presently employed. ; ; 

Mr. Chairman, I would like at the very outset to dispel any mis- 
apprehension or fears this committee or Congress itself may hold as 
to the belief that this legislation would open the floodgates on free 
or reduced rate transportation, or, that what is proposed by the enact- 
ment of this particular legislation is something new and strange or 
peculiar to the air transport industry. Mr. Chairman, such is just 
not the case. The air carriers have, ever since the enactment of the 
Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938—over 20 years ago—granted all their 
employees, retired, working, disabled or otherwise, free and or re- 
duced-rate transportation in varying degrees, depending upon indi- 
vidual air carrier policy. This privilege was extended not only to the 
employee categories enumerated in H.R. 4049, but to numerous other 
categories as well who will no longer be eligible as H.R. 4049 is 
written. 

For instance, certain air carriers in cases of emergencies granted 
brothers and sisters of employees free transportation. Some carriers 
even allowed the brothers and sisters of single employees free vaca- 
tion transportation when accompanying these unmarried employees 
on their vacation. 

It was not until October 1957, when the Civil Aeronautics Board 
interpreted the phrase “members of the immediate family” in section 
403(b) of the act, and issued a directive to all air carriers that hence- 
forth retired employees, parents, brothers and sisters were no longer 
digible that this question arose. Prior to October 1957, passes were 
pretty much a matter of airline prerogative. In almost every help 
wanted ad printed, the airlines held the pass privileges out as an 
inducement for employment—sort of an unwritten fringe benefit. 
This practice still prevails in the industry right up to this very 
moment. 

We are not, therefore, requesting Congress to enact legislation 
which would authorize or permit the carriers to extend pass privilege 
to new and other categories. We are simply requesting this com- 
mittee and Congress to exact legislation which would permit the car- 
ners to continue their pass privileges of many years standing as they 
affect retired employees, their immediate families and parents, pro- 
viding, of course, the carriers so choose. 
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Mr. Chairman, I would like to quote very briefly from a let 
by one of the “Big Four” carriers on this subject shortly after the 
Board’s directive of October 1957. This letter was issued “Ty Al 
Employees” and signed by the vice president—personnel + 

In many cases this will come to you as a shock and a great disappointm 


; ‘ ent, 
regret this announcement must be made. But, as I mentioned in the Petia 


part of this letter, we have been protesting this action since 1953. We noy 
must comply or be subjected to severe penalties and fines. ; 
Even the air carriers were opposed to the Board’s action beligyigy 


the act permitted them to issue free transportation to those now under 
consideration, but to no avail. 

In conclusion, I should like to make it very clear that free trays 
portation passes are all issued ona space available basis. Thats 
you can board providing there is an unsold seat available. Under, 
circumstances—at least to our knowledge—has a revenue passenger 





been denied passage because of an employee on leave traveling on , | 


company pass. 

The air transport division supports the enactment of H.R, 494 
without reservations or hesitation, and respectfully requests the eon. 
mittee and Congress to enact this legislation into law at. the earlieg 
possible moment, in order that those who are affected shall not low 
their privilege of free transportation which has been temporarily 
extended until September next by the Civil Aeronautics Board, — 

Mr. Chairman, that completes my statement. 

Mr. Wituiams. Thank you very much, Mr. O'Connell. Would 
you like to comment on the suggestion that was made previously by 
Mr. Younger, that is, on the difference between the approaches to this 
problem that are carried in the respective bills? 

Mr. O’Connetu. Mr. Chairman, when the Civil Aeronautics Boar 
issued its directive of October 1957 originally, many of the carriers 
placed a different interpretation on what they could and could not do 
regarding pass privileges than what the Civil Aeronautics Board had 
interpreted. 

In a meeting with the Civil Aeronautics Board, with the represent. 
ative from the Air Line Pilots, Mr. Cates, and Mr. Riley from the 
AFL-CIO, we met with Mr. Franklin Stone and, for instance, som 
carriers had determined that no longer were employees on military 
leave of absence eligible for free or reduced rate of transportation. 
Well, the Board hadn’t said that in its directive, although some of 
the airlines had made that ruling in its interpretation of the Board’ 
decision, 

It was because of the varying interpretations that had been placed 
on it by the carriers that certain airline employees became arousel 
and when the carriers had determined that they could no longer take 


their parents on vacations with them, even though they may have | 


been living under the same roof, that certain local unions, a number 
of local unions of the Air Transport Workers Union contacted Mr. 
Younger and Mr. Gubser about this problem. 

Since then. and since the discussion with the General Counsel of 
the Civil Aeronautics Board, we have determined that the Board’ 
interpretation hasn’t. been quite so strict as what the carriers had 
determined. 

Mr. Wuui1AMs. Then I assume that you would prefer the language 
of H.R. 4049 to the approach in the Younger bill? 
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Mr. O’ConnELL. Well, the problem that we have, Mr. Chairman, 

retty nearly will be taken care of by the language in H.R. 4049. 
For instance we represent a lot of airline stewardesses. There are 
approximately 1,200 in Pan American Airlines. These girls, because 
of their profession, must be unmarried when they apply for their job. 
They are taken away from their homes, whether it is Kansas or 
Massachusetts or Oklahoma, and they are based in San Francisco, 
Miami, and New York. The Board ruled because they didn’t live 
ynder the same roof with their parents that they couldn’t take them 
on vacations with them. 

It wasn’t, we didn’t feel, fair to the stewardesses that they couldn’t 
take their parents on vacations wherein married employees could if 
they lived at home with their parents, or single employees for that 
matter, and H.R. 4049 will take care of that difficulty. 

The Board has ruled for the members of the immediate family or 
those who are living under the same roof, be he brother, sister, parent, 
mother-in-law or father-in-law, so long as he is living under the same 
roof and not necessarily depending on the employee for support. 

So that we think that H.R. 4049 will take care of the problems that 
have arisen. 

Mr. Wiuu1ams. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Macdonald ¢ 

Mr. Macponatp. No questions. 

Mr. Wiuu1AMs. Mr. Derounian? 

Mr. Deroun1tan. Mr. O’Connell, do you feel a retired millionaire 
airline director or executive should be given a free ride? 

Mr. O’ConneLL. Well, Mr. Derounian, a retired director is just as 
much a part of the company as an employee or an officer is. It is his 
money that has been invested to help build this corporation and be- 
cause he has retired, it seems to me he shouldn’t be denied the right 
to ride on one of the planes that he has seen put into operation. I 
would go along with the language. 

There is also the situation wherein the act as written provides that 
oficers, employees, and directors are entitled to free or reduced rate 
transportation. It seems to me that there would have to be another 
change in the language to deny retired —— 

Mr. Derountran. I am not talking about the employee as such, but 
in the executive branch, the directors and these top executives. They 
are the only ones I am aiming at. 

Mr, O’ConneLu. I see nothing wrong with it Mr. Derounian. 

Mr. Macponarp. Will the gentleman yield / 

Mr. Deroun1An. Yes. 

Mr. Macponap. If I understand your statement. correctly, wouldn’t 
the gentleman be taken care of by the fact, that these rates are on a 
space available basis. A retired millionaire director wouldn’t want to 
wait if he wanted to go some place. He would want to be sure he 
didn’t show up at the airplane and find it was full. 

Mr. Drrocntan. Mr. Macdonald, you will be surprised what these 
coupon clippers will do to save money. 

Mr. Macponavp. I am not one myself, so Idon’t know, but I would 
think that the sureness of the flight. would enter into his trying to take 


oe of this which I agree with you would be a loophole in the 
W, 
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Mr. Wituiams. Mr. Jarman? 

Mr. Jarman. Mr. O’Connell, I still am not clear in my mind 
which principle you favor in the bills before us. 

Do you favor the principle that the Board be the one to make th 
interpretation of the language under this section or do you think j 
would be preferable for the individual airline to set its own policy anq 
make its own decision ? 

Mr. O’Connett. Mr. Jarman, the Board has made the interprety. 
tion of who is in the immediate family and with that interpretatioy 
we can live. 

Mr. Jarman. What I am asking you is, do you think the principles 
sound that the Board do the interpretating or do you think it jg 
preferable that the individual airlines do the interpretating ? 

Mr. O’Connett. Well, we have unequivocally supported H.R, 4049 
so therefore we must be in favor of the Board determining who js jy 
the immediate family and making the interpretation. 

Mr. WitutaMs. Any further questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Witar1aMs. Thank you very much, Mr. O’Connell. 

Mr. O’Conneti. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Wriiuiams. Mr. Larry Cates, legislative representative of the 
Air Line Pilots Association. 


as to 


STATEMENT OF LARRY CATES, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, 
AIR LINE PILOTS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Witu1ams. Will you identify yourself for the record, Mr, 
Cates ? i 

Mr. Cates. My name is Larry Cates. I am the Washington repre. 
sentative for the Air Line Pilots Association. 

I am appearing here for Mr, C. N. Sayen, president of the Air Line 
Pilots Association. 

We have a statement here, Mr. Chairman, which endorses HR. 
4049 as written in its entirety, which I could include in the record 
here and make myself available for questions in order to speed things 
up if you would like. 

Mr. Wixt1aMs. Do you wish this to be included as your statement 
or that of Mr. Sayen? 

Mr. Cares. I am placing it in for Mr. Sayen. 

Mr. WituraMs. If there is no objection, we will be glad to accept 
this statement of Mr, Sayen’s and permit Mr. Cates to comment if he 
would like on the legislation. 

(The statement of Mr. C. N. Sayen is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF C. N. SAYEN, PRESIDENT, AIR LINE Pilots ASSOCIATION, 
INTERNATIONAL, ON H.R. 4049 


I am Clarence N. Sayen, president of the Air Line Pilots Association and the 
International Federation of Air Line Pilots Associations. A brief description 
of these organizations and my background is attached to this statement. We 
sincerely appreciate this opportunity to present our views with respect to the 
legislation here under consideration. 

While it may appear, at a cursory glance, that the subject matter is of minor 
import, we wish to assure you that such is far from the case. The subject of 
free or reduced rate transportation is of utmost importance to the employees, 
management, and directors of our commercial airlines. To the employee it com 
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prises a very significant and important part of compensation. Management is 
interested in the legislation in view of the fact that ‘under a system of regula- 
tion such as the airline industry must conform to, it is necessary that workable 
rules be established for proper guidance in the use of such privileges. ; 

The Air Line Pilots Association wishes to go on record in firm support of this 
amendment to the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 which would, in effect, provide 
a legislative basis for the continuance of employee pass policies which have 
developed in civil aviation under existing statute. Further, it is comparable to 
existing practices in other forms of transportation. ke tuts 

That some action must be taken in this area by the present Congress is indi- 
eated by the many problems which have arisen in the last few years relative to 
appropriate interpretation of the present statute. As far back as 1953, the Civil 
Aeronautics Board, in an effort to properly fulfill its statutory responsibilities, at- 
tempted to interpret the present law. Unfortunately, their literal interpreta- 
tion was so restrictive in nature that it imposed an impossible situation to the 
carriers and employees affected. Subsequently, there have been numerous at- 
tempts to provide a workable policy within the provisions of the present law, 
all of which have been so disruptive of normal working conditions that they have 
eventually been abandoned. , 

Consequently, it became apparent to all concerned that since the present statute 
was unworkable, it behooved all individuals to obtain an appropriate amendment 
tothe law. Such action was initiated during the previous session of Congress but 
unfortunately the work schedule was so heavy that the opportunity to consider 
and act upon amendatory regulation did not present itself prior to adjournment. 
We are now discussing amendatory legislation before the present Congress with a 
sincere plea that action be taken in order to provide proper regulation in this 
yery important area. 

As has been presented by others who have testified before this committee, it is 
believed that the language of the proposed legislation will provide us with appro- 
priate guidance and flexibility to allow proper administration in this area. In 
view of the fact that the administrative agency charged with the responsibility 
of administering the law, the affected employees and companies are in general 
agreement, with few minor exceptions that the legislation should be favorably 
considered, it is believed that your committee should consider the bill favorably 
and in an expeditious manner. 

It should be noted that the regulation would be permissive in nature and would 
permit proper rules subject to the control of the Civil Aeronautics Board. Con- 
sequently, the carriers would be reasonably at liberty to establish policy and 
restrictions consonant with the best interest of their individual companies. 

Historically, the vast majority of such privileges have been used on a space- 
available basis with no economic penalty accruing to the carrier. The proposed 
regulation would allow continuance of such practice. As indicated previously, 
these privileges constitute a very real portion of compensation for people em- 
ployed in the industry and play a very important part in the attraction of well- 
qualified people which are necessary to the continued advancement of commercial 
aviation. 

By way of summation, the proposed legislation would expand and clarify the 
current statute in a manner consonant with the view of all interested parties with 
no economic penalty accruing to the carriers. This, in our opinion, constitutes a 
situation which allows the Congress to act on legislation on which all parties sub- 
stantially agree. This we submit is an unusual situation and, consequently, we 
urge immediate favorable consideration of the bill. 

We wish to assure you of our continued availability in the event the Members 


of Congress are desirous of more detailed information concerning the amend- 
ment. 


Description oF Arr LINE Priors ASSOCIATION AND INTERNATIONAL FEDERATION 
or Ark LINE PrmoTs ASSOCIATIONS, AND PERSONAL BACKGROUND OF CLARENCE 
N. SAYEN 


The Air Line Pilots Association is an association of the professional airline 
pilots of the scheduled U.S. carriers. At present, it has a membership of 
over 18,000 active and inactive members employed by 52 certificated airlines. 
The association represents airline pilots in all aspects of their professional life. 
It is their bargaining agent under the Railway Labor Act, maintains an exten- 
sive air safety organization in 147 councils scattered throughout the United 


States and a number of foreign countries, and is spokesman for the airline pilot 
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in his relationship with municipal, State, Federal, and internatidna] Organi. 
zations. 

The International Federation of Air Line Pilots Associations is a federation of 
the pilots representing organizations of 33 countries and represents the Drofes 
sional pilots of practically all civil aviation in the world outside the Iron Our. 
tain countries. 

By way of personal background, I hold bachelor of arts and master of any 
degrees in geography and economics and an honorary doctor of science, I haye 
been a teacher and an airline pilot. Some current activities include member. 
ship on the Committee on Aircraft Operating Problems of the National Aer, 
nautics and Space Administration; executive committee of the Nationa) Ai 
Transport Coordinating Committee; War Air Service Pattern Committee of tip 
Defense Air Transportation Administration; National Aviation Noise Redya 
tion Committee; executive committee of the Radio Technical Commission fg 
Aeornautics; the Chicago Aero Commission; industry advisory committee of the 
Interdepartmental Aviation Manpower Committee; and National Defense Bye. 
utive Reserve. 

Mr. Cares. I would like to make myself available for any questions 
the committee might have. 

Mr. Witttams. Mr. Cates, you don't have a statement yourself? 

Mr. Cates. No, not at all. 

Mr. Witiiams. Except to say that the association endorses the bil] 
in its entirety ¢ 

Mr. Cares. That is correct. 

Mr. Witu1ams. Would you care to comment on the question that] 
posed to Mr. Stone a few minutes ago with respect to broadening the 
language on page 2, line 6, so as to give the airlines a bit more flexi- 
bility in accommodating the immediate families of the persons injured 
or killed in aircraft accidents? 

The language in the present bill is somewhat restrictive, it appears 
to me, in that it authorizes the airlines to transport the immediate 
families of persons killed or injured to and from the place in which 
the accident occurred. 

What would be your attitude with respect to broadening that, to 
include to and from the place in which the accident victim might be 
buried or interned ? 

Mr. Cates. We would be very happy to see it amended to take care 
of these people in every way possible who are survivors or relatives or 
friends of the family who have been killed in an accident or injured 
in an accident. 

We believe it is to the benefit of the industry as a whole. 

Mr. Wixu1ams. 1 would feel it would be a benefit to the industry 
to grant them a bit more flexibility in that respect. 

However, we will ask industry’s spokesman who will follow you 
so maybe it will be more proper to put that question to him. 

Mr. Cares. Most of the carriers have done that illegally. The 
Board has looked the other way more or less. It has been done and 
carried out to an extent. It should be continued but legally. 

Mr. Witit1aMs. Mr. Jarman? 

Mr. Jarman. What comment would you make on the approach 
set out in H.R. 1081? 

Mr. Cartes. I didn’t have a copy of H.R. 1081 with me here. 

(Document handed.) 

Mr. Cartes, Thank you. 

Mr. Jarman. Essentially, it provides that the carrier should make 
the interpretation as to those who qualify for free or 
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Mr. Cares. Essentially the Board will be doing it under H.R. 4049, 
subject to the Board’s approval. _ tus — 

Each must make its interpretation of who is eligible to fit its par- 

ticilar system, momentary needs, personal. They will vary. It 
ouldn’t be a wide, sweeping, broad standard policy for the industry. 
It is varied by carriers throughout the history of civil aviation in 
this country. : 
Mr. Jarman. As I understand it, under H.R. 4049 the Board pins 
it down pretty definitely as to categories that would qualify. It does 
not leave much interpretation to the individual carrier. . 
That is the reason I keep coming back to this comparison between 
the two, because it seems to me that therein lies the basic difference 
in approach in the bills that we have before us, either, a Board in- 
terpretation or interpretation by the individual carrier. I am just 
interested in each witness’ comment on the comparison. 

Mr. Cares. We are under the impression that under a regulated 
industry such as this it would be practically impossible to give car- 
riers free rein to determine who has free or reduced transportation. 

I don’t know what the legal opinion would be on that, but that 
hasbeen our finding; at least, our opinion. 

Mr. Jarman. You feel that in the interest of industry as a whole 
it would be better off with the Board setting the interpretations? 

Mr. Cares. Yes. They regulate in the public interest and the car- 
riers would regulate to a private interest. 

Mr. JanMAN. That is all I have. 

Mr. Wruu1AMs. Any questions? 

Mr. Deroun1An. No. 

Mr. Wirrtams. Thank you very much, Mr. Cates. 

I believe our last witness this morning that we have listed is Mr. 
leo Seybold, representing the Air Transport Association. 

Mr. Seybold, before we reach you, I have two letters here regarding 
this legislation, one from the general representative of the Brother- 
hood of Railway and Steamship Clerks and the other from Air Line 
Agents Association, International; and also a telegram from Mr. 
feorge R. Petty, Jr., president, Flight Engineers International 
Association. 

If there is no objection, these will be included in the record at this 
point. 

(The letters referred to are as follows :) 

GRAND LODGE, 
SROTHERHOOD OF RAILWAY AND STEAMSHIP CLERKS, 
FREIGHT HANDLERS, EXPRESS AND STATION EMPLOYEES, 


Washington, D.C., May 5, 1959. 
Hon. JonN BELL WILLIAMS, 


Chairman, Transportation and Aeronautics Subcommittee, 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
Yew House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Deak Mz. CHAIRMAN: The representatives of this brotherhood, members of the 
Aviation Legislative Subcommittee of the AFL-CIO, support the favorable consid- 
tation of H.R. 1076, introduced by you. Identical bills have been introduced by 
Representatives Younger and Staggers. These bills would permit the granting 
if free or reduced rate transportation to the members of the immediate families 
ifemployees under the Federal Aviation Act of 1958. The granting of such free 
reduced rate transportation would be subject to such terms and conditions as 
i Civil Aeronautics Board may prescribe. 

Hitherto, these terms and conditions were quite liberal until the Board’s order 
of October 18, 1957, restricting the issuauce of free or reduced rate transporta- 
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tion. It is believed that legislation to be enacted should permit some leeway jy 
which the several airline carriers could administer this provision. It has Worka 
in the recent past and we see no reason some degree of latitude should not Work 
in the future. We are of the opinion this is a better method and more equita)j, 
arrangement than if Congress were to approve a rigid amendment to Section 
403(b) of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958. 

It is therefore urged that your committee favorably recommend the pags eof 
H.R. 1076, or any identical measure. You are respectfully requested to make 
this letter a part of the committee hearings. 

Yours very respectfully, 
HARTMAN Barer, 
General Representative. 


AIR LINE AGENTS ASSOCIATION, INTERNATIONAL, 
Chicago, In, 
Hon. JOHN BELL WILLIAMS, 

Chairman,House of Representatives Subcommittee on Aviation, 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Commitiee, 

Washington, D.C. 


DeaR Mr. WILLIAMS: As representative of airline agent, clerical, communig, 
tion, flight simulator and duplicator, ground service, and related airlines per- 
sonnel, we endorse H.R. 4049, and related bills, the legislation under considen. 
tion which combines employee pass proposals. 


This legislation is extremely important to holding the employment of persons | 


who have and will invest their careers and future welfares within the aviatioy 
industry. We have closely reviewed the legislation and find that it bears oy 
the many precedents established during the statutory life of civil aviation ang 
upholds the employment terms which we present to employees to attract then 
into the industry. 

We are extremely grateful that the Congress has seen fit to include recognition 
of retired employees to expand pass policies and practices and heartily endors 
this inclusion to the legislation. We could go into extended detail relative tp 
the many variations of pass and free transportation policies in this highly con- 
petitive and rapidly expanding industry; however, and for the sake of brevity, 
we will reserve the right to meet any controversial argument to oppose thes 
practices, and heartily endorse the proposed legislation. 

We further state that it is very vital and essential to guarantee flexibility 
of employee utilization according to the experience, talent, and the individul 
abilities necessary to insure continued expansion and development of civil avia- 
tion. This legislation serves, in effect, to endorse the congressional intent which 
has preserved family ties through passes and reduced rate transportation dur- 
ing the development of the industry until the present period. It is extremely 
comparable to practices which are standard in other transportation fields. 

We are very grateful that the Congress has this legislation under considers 
tion and are confident that congressional approval will be given to the proposal 
to endorse and extend this employee benefit in lieu of compensation which we 
feel has played an extremely important part in the development of civil aviation 

Sincerely yours, 
Victor J. Hersert, Acting President. 





WASHINGTON, D.C., May 4, 1959. 
Congressman JOHN BELL WILLIAMS, 
Chairman, Transportation and Aeronautical Subcommittee, 
House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
House of Representatives: 

The Flight Engineers International Association endorses the position of the 
Transport Workers Union, Air Transport Division, in support of the bill HR 
4049 before your committee. 

George R. PETTY, Jr., 
President, FHIA. 


Mr. Wiu1aMs. Mr. Seybold. 
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sTATEMENT OF LEO SEYBOLD, VICE PRESIDENT FOR FEDERAL 
AFFAIRS, AIR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION 


Mr. SEYBOLD. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have 
gith me Mr. Robert H. Doyle, counsel for the Air Transport Asso- 
fy name is Leo Seybold. I am vice president, Federal affairs, 
of the Air Transport Association of America, which is composed of 
aibstantially all of the | S.-flag airlines holding certificates of pub- 
ie convenience and necessity. ‘The association appreciates the oppor- 
tnity of appearing before this subcommittee with regard to H.R. 
449 and other bills relating to the authority of the airlines to grant 
free or reduced rate transportation. 7“ \ 

We believe H.R. 4049 to be the most satisfactory of the bills on this 
subject pending before the subcommittee. ; ae 

HR. 4049 would clarify section 403 (b) on the F ederal Aviation 
{ct and remove any doubt as to who is eligible to receive free or re- 
duced-rate transportation from the airlines, under the present lan- 

age of the act, by including within the specification of persons 
presently enumerated, retired directors, officers, and employees; the 
parents and immediate families of officers and employees; and the im- 
mediate families of directors. 

The bill would also authorize the issuance of free or reduced rate 
transportation to the immediate familes of persons injured or killed 
in aircraft accidents, to and from the place at which the accident 
ocurred. With regard to this latter class of persons, H.R. 4049 would 
enlarge the authority now contained in section 403(b). 

With regard to retired directors, officers, and employees, the parents 
and immediate families of such officers and employees, and the im- 
mediate families of such directors, we have always been of the opinion 
that the present language of section 403(b) authorizes the airlines to 
provide these classes of persons with free and reduced rate transpor- 
tation. As a matter of fact, the CAB itself, in the statement which 
it submitted to Congress when requesting introduction of this legis- 
lation, recognized that the industry has for some time granted free 
and reduced rate transportation to such persons. In the Board’s own 
words, the practice is one of “long standing which [has] become em- 
bedded in the industry’s public and labor relations structure.” <Ac- 
cordingly, it has been our position that legislation on this point is 
unnecessary. 

It is our understanding, however, that the Civil Aeronautics Board 
has questioned the extent of its authority under the current law and 
seks, by H.R. 4049, to remove any doubt concerning categories of 
persons to whom free and reduced rate transportation can lawfully 
te furnished. On this basis, H.R. 4049 will provide the clarification 
which the Board feels is necessary. 

Mr. Witxtams. Mr. Seybold, this question is inevitable, I am sure: 
Would you like to comment on the difference between this bill and 
the approach suggested by Mr. Younger ? 

Mr. Srrzorp. I would be glad to. 

These other bills which have been previously enumerated would 
also add persons determined by the carrier to be in the immediate 
families. Even though the language is permissive, leaving this de- 
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termination up to the airlines can be expected to have the regyj; 
subjecting them to pressures to give the phrase in question the ; 
est possible construction so as to extend the privilege to a variety » 
groups which have little or no relationship to the carriers themaselye, 
and for that reason we prefer H.R. 4049 to the other bills. 
Mr. Witiiams. Any questions / 
Mr. Jarman. No. 
Mr. Derounian. No. 


broad 


Mr. Winiiams. I would like to ask us = a representative of the jp. 
dustry the question that I posed to Mr. Cates a moment ago with 
spect to the authority of the airlines to transport the families of per 
sons injured or killed in aircraft accidents. I believe YOu Were in the 
room when several questions were asked about this. 

Mr. Svyporp. Yes. 

Mr. Wittrams. Do you feel that the language as it is carried in HR 
4049—do you have a copy of the bill in front of you? 

Mr. Srypoup. Yes. 

Mr. Wiitams. Which you will find on page 2, line 6, restricts the 
authority of the airline to tra nsport these families only to and froy 
the plac e of the accident. 

I would assume that the airlines are confronted with a problem j 
this respect where the place of burial, perhaps, is far removed from 
the place of the accident. 

Do you feel that language should be included in the bill which 
would grant you more flexibility in that respect ? 

Mr. Srrnorp. I would say this, Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Wru1ams. I specifically have in mind, of course, the case of 
the Grand Canyon, with which I am sure you are familiar, where the 
bodies were interred some three or four hundred miles away, If | 
am. not mist: uke n, I recall reading in the newspapers that the airlines 
transported those families to Albuquerque or Phoenix, or wherever i 
was that they held services. 

Now, assuming that-the airline did that, would they not have been 
acting in technical violation of the restrictions of the present law and 
even technical violation under the proposed law ¢ 

Mr. Srysoip. Possibly so, Mr. Chairman. I would say this: That 
the carriers have generally felt that on this whole question the Board 
had the authority to solve the problem rather than referring it back 
to Congress. Generally, the carriers are inclined to be more than 
human in situations of the kinds that you describe, and with or with- 
out——— 

Mr. Wiuu1AMs. I quite agree with you in that respect, but I don’ 
want the carriers in performing their human acts to find themselves 
in technical violation of the law and I would like to feel that perhaps 
we ought to give the Board a little more authority in that respect to 
permit the air rlines themselves to take such steps as they deem proper 
under these type emergency provisions. 

Mr. Sryror. I would say that it would be my impression that gen- 
erally they would have no objection to expansion of the type that you 
describe. 

Mr. WuuiaMs. Any further questions / 

Mr. DerountAn. No further questions. 
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Mr. Wuu1aMs. Mr. Jarman ‘ 
Mr. JARMAN. “a | 
ps 7 ‘ ee. --vou 
-WruiaMs. Thank you. — Piss “s 7 
gy erro Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
Mr. SEYBOLD. ‘ ; 
‘ ittee. ° . . saad , : : 
ee WaasAne The committee will stand adjourned, pending the 
A shalt " Se 
1] of the Chair. a 
ee ce at 11:55 a.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to meet at 
re ne. 
the call of the ¢ hair. ) 





